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Termination Forces Attack Again 





For five years the progress of the American Indian 
communities was paralyzed by the federal Indian policy 
of the United States, which was to terminate the tribes 
as rapidly as possible. The belief of the Indian people 
in their own ability to make themselves independent 
was swallowed up in their feeling of helplessness as 
they fought for the bare right to be Indian in America. 
Termination was the name of the policy. Congress 
wrote it in the form of House Concurrent Resolution 
108 in 1953 and shortly thereafter allowed it to lapse. 
The Bureau of Indian Affairs, however, cherished it as 
a mandate to scatter the tribes and sell away the land- 
base of their communities. 

Nine months ago, the Secretary of the Interior dis- 
claimed the policy being carried out by his subordinate, 
the Commissioner of Indian Affairs. The Secretary said 
it was unthinkable that any tribe should be terminated 
without its consent, and the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior officially urged the tribes to seek federal assis- 
tance for programs of community development. 


Senator James E. Murray of Montana introduced 
into the present Congress Senate Concurrent Resolution 
12, a measure including the key words of Secretary of 
the Interior Seaton. This measure would make Depart- 
mental and Congressional Indian policy identical and 
bi-partisan. In the House, Congressman George Mc- 
Govern of South Dakota introduced House Concurrent 
Resolution 40, a measure calling for an American In- 
dian Point 4 Program of technical assistance to the 
Indian communities and redefining the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs as an agency to carry out such a program. 


On April 28, Senator Clinton P. Anderson of New 
Mexico countered by introducing Senate Concurrent 


Resolution 28, a measure which would re-establish 
Termination as the Indian policy of the United States— 
termination engineered according to a rigid timetable 
and without Indian consent. 

Whose interests can a new Termination policy 
serve? To whom can it bring happiness? To the Indian 
communities, a new Termination policy can mean only 
a return of that paralysis of fear which held them for 
the past five years, a collapse of those community 
development plans which they undertook in the last 
nine months when they thought their right to survive 
was assured. 

There is yet another kind of termination—self- 
termination. The meaning of the term is complex. It 
means that a tribe builds itself up in economy, in edu- 
cation, in health, in self-reliance, until it is on a par 
with its white neighbors. It means that in so doing 
it conquers the prejudice of those neighbors, so that it 
can be confident that if all its protections are removed, 
it will receive equal treatment. It means that, having 
reached this stage, proudly, without giving up its 
identity, it asks for termination. 

Given the present condition of our Indians, this 
must be a long, slow process. It cannot be imposed from 
without; it must come from within. It calls for sym- 
pathy, —_— understanding, res and whole- 
hearted help. It is a long, difficult, uphill road, yet tribe 
after tribe is trying to walk it. 
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The Association on American Indian Affairs en- 
dorses Senate Concurrent Resolution 12 and House 
Concurrent Resolution 40, and opposes Senate Concur- 


rent Resolution 28. b,; 
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The stringent new Indian Termination measure, SCR 28, 
introduced on April 28 by Clinton P. Anderson (D., N.M.) 
and co-sponsored by five other Western senators, is, in the 
words of Senator Anderson, “a restatement of and an elabora- 
tion on the policy which Congress adopted in 1953.” His ref- 
erence was to HR 108, the original so-called “Termination 
Bill” under which tribes have been steadily losing the protection 
of federal guidance and services. 

Emergence of this measure, in opposition to SCR 12 spon- 
sored by Senators James E. Murray (D., Mont.) and Richard 


Neuberger (D., Ore.) on March 2 as a statement of a new 
beneficent Federal Indian policy, is the signal to the Indian 
tribes and their friends that another fight is shaping up in 
Congress by forces determined to keep this new Interior 
Department policy from becoming effective. 

The following analysis of the two Resolutions by the 
Association’s General Counsel shows the marked dissimilarity 
of objectives for the Indians advanced by opposing Congres- 
sional groups: 
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*§. Con. Res. 12 


H. Con. Res. 108 . . . has been misinterpreted as proposing uni- 
laterial termination .. . 


H. Con. Res. 108 ... shall be interpreted as stating an objective, 
not as an immediate goal... 


no consideration shall be given to forcing upon an Indian tribe 
or group a so-called termination plan which does not have the 
understanding and acceptance of a clear majority of the members 


tribes or groups should receive appropriate Federal aid if they are 
to finally attain the objectives toward which they and the Federal 
Government are cooperatively striving; . . . the goal shall be that 
of eventually attaining a position of parity for Indians with other 
Americans, socially and economically . . . in health and education; 


{S. Con. Res. 28 further calls upon the Secretary of the Interior to 
classify Indian tribes into groups which can be terminated (a) within 
5 years, (b) in 5-15 years, (c) in more than 15 years. The resolu- 
tion further oe Aeage that the Commissioner of Indian Affairs shall 
have responsibility for all termination programs and shall submit to 
Congress each year a program for each Indian tribe —S. Con. Res. 12 
does not contain any similar provision.] 


Examining the foregoing items we can note that (1) Res. 12 op- 
poses “unilateral termination,” Res. 28 opposes merely “hasty termi- 
nation”; (2) Res. 12 considers H. Con. Res. 108 as stating an objec- 
tive, Res. 28 emphasizes that the objective is foreseeable; (3) Res. 12, 
most importantly, endorses the Indian consent principle, Res. 28 
merely requires that termination plans be explained to Indians; (4) 


FOR S.CON.RES. 12 


Neuberger (D., Ore.) 
Church (D., Idaho) 


Subcommittee: 


Gruening (D., Alaska) 


Full Committee: Murray (D., Mont.) 
Neuberger (D., Ore.) 


Church (D., Idaho) 


Gruening (D., Alaska) 


Uncommitted were: 


* Copies of Resolutions are available from AAIA on request. 


*§. Con. Res. 28 


S. Con. Res. 108 . . . has been misinterpreted as proposing hasty 
termination ... 


H. Con. Res. 108 . . . should be interpreted as stating a foresee- 
able objective .. . 


the Secretary of the Interior or his representatives should confer 
to the fullest possible extent with members of the tribes in order 
that the Indians concerned may understand any proposed plan un- 
der which a program terminating Federal supervision and control 
would go forward but with the ultimate responsibility resting with 
Congress to determine the timing for any legislation; 


Indian tribes and groups should continue to receive appropriate 
Federal aid as required in order to attain a position of parity with 
other citizens of their respective States socially, economically, and 
in terms of education and health; 


Res. 12 suggests that Federal aid to Indians should be increased, Res. 
28 indicates that it should be continued at the current level; Res. 28 
uires the Secretary to clarify Indian tribes for termination and to 
submit annual plans on each Tribe. The basic difference between the 
two resolutions is that S. Con. Res. 12, though not as clearly worded 
as H. Con. Res. 40 (the Point-4 resolution), proposes to do away 
with termination thinking, placing its emphasis on constructive im- 
provement programs, while S. Con. Res. 28 places primary emphasis 
on a termination timetable, suggesting merely that termination should 
not be hasty. 
The two resolutions will now be considered by the Senate Sub- 
committee on Indian Affairs, and, thereafter, by the Senate Committee 


on Interior and Insular Affairs. As of now, the members of the Sub- 
committee and the full Committee are aligned as follows: 


FOR BOTH 
Goldwater (R., Ariz.) 


FOR S.CON.RES. 28 


Anderson (D., N.M.) 
Allott (R., Colo.) 


Anderson (D., N.M.) 
O'Mahoney (D., Wyo.) 
Bible (D., Nev.) 
Kuchell (R., Calif.) 
Allott (R., Colo.) 


Goldwater (R., Ariz.) 


Jackson (D., Wash.) 
Carroll (D., Colo.) 
Moss (D., Utah) 
Dworshak (R., Idaho) 
Martin (R., Ia.) 





